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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
PROBLEM SETTING 
In recent years, the degree of dependence of farm families in the 
nation and in Oklahoma upon farming operations as the main source of 
family income has de~reased significantly. Many fa.rm operators and m.em-
bers of their families, particularly those with small farms, receive in-
come from both farm and non-fa:r.m sources to supplement family income from 
the operator's farm unit. 
The Agricultural Marketing Service of the United States Department 
of Agriculture estimated tba.t the aggregate off-farm income of farm-opera= 
tor families in 1955 was 8.0 billion dollars compared w.ith llo3 billion 
dollars realized net money and non-money income from agriculture.1 These 
estimates were on the basis of a special survey of farm family income and 
expenditures conducted with the cooperation of the Bureau of the Censuso 
The off-farm income of farm-operator families thus comprised an estimated 
41 percent of the total realized net money and non-money income of farm= 
operator families in 1955. 
Off-farm income consists of off-farm work by the operator and otb~~ 
family members, and non-work sources of income. Wages a...'11.d salaries are 
received for off-farm work in non-farm occupations and as laborers on 
lunited States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, 1954 C~ns~ 
of Agriculture •. Part-time Fanning, Volume III, Part 9, Ch. VII'I;washing ... 
ton; 1956. 
l 
other farms. Income is also received by operators from off-farm busi-
ness or self-employment such as custom work and hauling and trucking for 
other farmers and non-farm business interests. 
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In addition to the income received from off-farm "OC>rk, increasing 
amounts of income have been received by farm f a.milies from such non-work 
sources a~ rental of farm and non-farm real estate, interest and dividends 
from other invested capital, mineral leases and royalties, retirement pay, 
pensions, and unearned income. 
Available data indicate that off-farm \'Ork and other non-farm sources 
are important contributions to the incomes of farm operators and their 
families in commercial agricultural areas. Most previous and present re-
search in off-farm income and part-time farming has been confined to low 
income counties and areas adjacent to urban centers. 
An analysis of Census data for eight counties in the commercial agri-
cultural area of western Oklahoma revealed that farms reporting off-farm 
work increased by 29.7 percent from 1939 to 1954, while the number of farms 
decreased by 27.2 percent (Tables I and II). In this 15-year period the 
proportion of farms reporting off-farm.work increased from 24.0 to 42.3 
percent. 
The proportion of fa.rm operators reporting off-farm work of 100 days' 
or more in the eight counties increased from 9~2 to 20.8 percent in the 
same period. Farms with other income of the family exceeding the value of 
farm products sold increased from 14.8 percent in 1949 to 17.5 percent in 
1954. Comanche County particularly had a large increase in off-farm work. 
TABLE I 
NUMBERS OF FARMS WITH OFF-FARM WORK IN EIGHr WESTERN OKLA.IDMA. COUNTIF.5 
= Number Reporting Number Reporting Off-Farm 
Number of Farms Off-farm Work . . . Work of 100 Days or More 
County 1939 1944 1949 1954 1939 191:i.4 · 1$149 1954 _____ !939 _____ 1944 , 1949. . 1954 
Beaver 1.,659 1,447 11 370 1,275 
Custer 2,290 2,222 1.,880 11 619 
Ellis 1.,443 1,347 1.,123 970 
Woodward 11 521 1,312 11 210 11 104 
Grant 2.,250 1,934 1,922 1,792 
King..; 
fisher 2,292 2.,106 1,978 1.,658 
Comanche 2,039 1,918 1.,696 11477 
Washita. 3,447 3,065 2,825 2,447 
Total.for 
Eight 
Counties 
545 
525 
358 
445 
453 
477 
562 
706 
241 
380 
365 
231 
120 
611 
383 
474 
818 
414 
483 
637 
649 
724 
804 1.,067 
529 
799 
438 
505 
642 
669 
760 
940 
215 
183 
144 
141 
165 
173 
212 
331 
115 
199 
168 
94 
63 
217 
241 
255 
201 
300 
131 
213 
264 
237 
358 
322 
280 
367 
212 
269 
326 
29'0 
499 
318 
16.,94115.,.35114,004 12,342 4,071 3,135 5,266 5,282 1.,564 1.,352 2,026 2,561 
Sourlf3et United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census., United States Census of Agriculture., 
1940=19.5.5 (Washington, 1940-1955)0 -
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TABIE II 
PERCENT OF FARMS WITH OFF-FARM WORK IN EIGHT WESTERN OKLAHOMA. COUNTIES 
Percent Reporting Percent Reporting Off-farm 
Number of Farms Off-farm Work Work of 100 Days or More 
County !939 I94li I91'.i9 I9;1:i I939 I944 I949 I9;4 !939 I944 , I91'.i9 I9;~ 
Bea-li'er 1659 1447 1370 1275 32.9 16.7 34.6 41.5 13.0 7.9 J..4.7 22.0 
Custer 2290 2222 1880 1619 22.9 17.1 43.5 49.4 8.0 9.0 16.0 22.7 
Ellis li+43 1347 1123 970 24.8 27 .1 36.9 45.2 10.0 12.5 11.7 21.9 
Woodward 1521 1312 1210 1104 29.3 17.6 39.9 45.7 9.9 7.2 17.6 24.4 
Grant 2250 1934 1922 1792 20.1 6.2 33.1 35.8· 7.3 3.3 13.7 18.2 
Kingfisher 2292 2106 1978 1658 20.8 29.0 32.8 40.3 7.5 10.3 12.0 · 17.5 
Comanche 2039 1918 1696 1477 27.6 20.0 42.7 51.5 10.4 12.6 21.1 33.8 
Washita 3447 3065 2825 2447 20.5 26.2 37.8 38.4 9.6 8.3 11.4 13.0 
Total for 
Eight 
Counties 16941 15351 Jl+004 12342 24.0 20.4 37.6 42.3 9.2 8.8 14.5 20.8 
Sourceg United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, United States Census s£,Agricultu.rej 
19h0=1955 (Washington, 1940-1955) o · · 
.a::--
Previous Research 
No previous research has been conducted to determine the extent and 
characteristics of off-farm 'WOrk and non-farm income in the commercial 
agricultural area of western Oklahoma.. Research on·pa.rt-time farming in 
Oklahoma. has pertained to the low income areas in the eastern part of the 
2 
state. 
Objectives 
The major purpose of this study was to determine the characteristics, 
a.mount, and possible implications of non-farm income and off-farm work to 
farm operators and their families in the commercial farming areas of west-
ern Oklahoma.. Particular emphasis was placed on the degree of dependence 
of farm operators and their families upon off-farm sources of family in-
come. 
The specific objectives of this study were: 
1. To describe the present sources and extent of off-farm work and 
non-farm income. 
2. To determine the degrees of dependence of farm operators a.nd 
their families upon off-farm sources for family income. 
3. To appraise the relationship of off-farm income toi 
(a) selected farm characteristics. 
(b) selected personal attributes of farm operators and their 
families. 
2w. B. Back, Problems ~ Rural People in Latimer Countt7:., Mimeographed 
Report, Department of Agricultural Economics, dklahoma_State Upiversity, 
1957. E. J. R. Booth,~ Cherokee Surve! - Preliminary Results, Mimeo-
graphed Report, Department of Agricultura Economics, Oklahoma State 
University, 1957. 
(c) employment plans and farm size changes expected by the 
farm operator over the next two or three years. 
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4. To appraise the aggregate importance of farm resources control-
led by farm operators who have non-farm sources of income. 
5. To appraise the effect of off-farm income on farming adjustment 
opportunities and problems. 
Chapter II 'Will contain the procedure used in the analysis of off-
farm work and non-farm income. Chapter III will contain the results of 
the income analysis., and Chapter IV will contain the interpretations of 
the results obtained in Chapter III in relation to farm adjustment 
problems. Chapter V will contain the su:mma.ry and conclusions. 
CHAPTER II 
PROCEDURE 
Thi,s chapter contains the procedure used in the analysis of off-
farm work and non-farm income in western Oklahoma. Terms which will be 
encountered throughout the analysis are first defined. The areas in-
eluded in the survey are then specified. Next, the procedure used in 
the income analysis is described, and, finally, the data and limitations 
are briefly discussed. 
Terms Defined 
The terms, ~-~ income, .2!£-f!:!!!: work income, £!!-farm income., 
n_et ~ income, and net ·~ family income wi 11 be encountered frequent-
ly in this thesis. The following definitions for these terms apply in 
this study: 
1. ~-~ income includes all income received by the operator and 
family from sources which do not involve the use of operator or family 
labor. 
2. Off-~ ~ income includes all income received by the fam. 
family from sources., other than the farm unit., which involve the use of 
operator or family labor. 
3. Off-~ income., or non-farm income, includes all income receivi?d 
from off-farm work and non-work sources. 
4. Net farm income includes all net income received from the pro= 
--
duction and sale of farm products and includes·such sources as government 
7 
price support payments. The net farm income was obtained from the farm 
operators• copy of their 1040F income tax forms. 
5. ~ ~ family income includes all off-farm income plus the 
net farm income received from the farm unit. 
Areas Included in Survey 
This study is based upon a.n analysis of off-farm work and non-farm 
8 
income from the Great Plains Survey of Farm Tenure, Land Market, and Farm 
. . 
Finance conducted in the summer of 1957 in eight western Oklahoma counties 
by the Agricultural Research Service of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. Although this survey of 404 Oklahoma farmers was not spe-_ 
cifically directed to the answering of questions about off-farm work and 
non,.,farm income., much information was obtained about off-farm work by farm 
operators and other family members, and about non-work sources of family 
income within this area. 
The counties and economic areas included in the survey are shown in 
Figure l. Economic Areas 11 21 and 4 represent most of the commercial 
" 
agricultural area of Oklahoma. The only cities in these counties with 
populations of 51 000 or more are Woodward in Woodward County, Clinton in 
Custer County, and Lawton in Comanche County. Other large cities which 
may provide off-farm work and non-farm employment to farm families in the 
eight counties include Oklahoma City, Enid, and Duncan. 
Procedure for Income Analysis 
The first step in the analysis of off-farm work and non-farm income 
was to tabulate and summarize the income data according to the components 
of the net ca.sh family income of farm operators and their families. 
I::_ a Economic Area l 
~ Economic Area. 2 
~ Economic Area 4 
OKLAHOMA 
•' I ,1 1' f 11 
' I ' t t I l I 
'I. t , ',1 ,, • I 
I • f t I • I r I ' , ' , . ! , ~, t -1 
', t1 
.. , . 
Figure 1. Economic Areas and Counties in Survey 
'O 
The off-farm family income was then tabulated under four broad headi:ngst 
1. Income received from off-farm work by operators. 
2. Income received from off-farm work by other family members. 
3 • Non-11mr k income • 
~-• Total off-farm net cash income received by operator and family 
. 3 (the sum of 1., 21 3). 
The net cash family income was then determined by adding the net fa~m 
income to the total off-farm net cash income received by the operator and 
his family. 
The degree of dependence of the operator and family- upon off-farm 
sources for income in 1956 was defined as the ratio of the total net, cash 
income received from individual off-farm sources by the total net cash in-
come of the operator and family. These percentages were d:ivided into 
categories according to the gross farm receipts and the major source of 
off·~farm income so that income dependency classes could be developed 
used in cross classification with selected farm characteristics, personal 
attributes of the operator and his family, and employment plans and farm 
size changes expected by the operator over the next two or three years .. 
Ten income classes were developed on the basis of the gross farm re= 
ceipts, percent of net cash family income received from of f-:farrn sources s 
and major off-farm source of income (Table III). The amou.nt of fa:r.:m. 
receipts used in the division of farms was ~f,_5,ooo. Farms in each of t,h.€J 
two gross farm income classes ·were divided into three categories 
-----M-. __ ..._ _ , 
":: 
-'No account was take:n of possible cos·~s of der:t ving the off-fa1'fil 
income. 
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to the percent of net cash family income received from off-farm 
sources. Farms receiving more than 50 percent and from 50 to 10 per-
cent of their net cash family income from of~-farm sources were further 
divided according to their major source of off-fa.rm income (work or non-
work) • Farms in the less than ten percent group were not divided by 
sources of off-farm income since this group represented mainly full-time 
farmers. Much of the analysis in the study was a tabulation of farm re-
s-:ource and family characteristics by these income dependency classes. 
Total Gross 
Fann 
Receipts 
Less than 
$5,000 
$5.,000 and 
. over 
TABLE III 
CLASSIFICATION OF FARMS IN SURVEY 
Percent of Net Cash. Family Income Receive·d 
from Off-f~rm f?ources and Major Off-farm 
. , Source. of Income 
More than :50 ~ercent 50 percent - 10 percent Less than 
Off-farm Work:Non-work Off-farm Work:Non-Work t 10 percent 
(Income C_'.),ass) ... 
l 2 3 4 5 
6 7 8 9 10 
It was necessary to omit 33 farms in some of the analyses because 
of no report for the net cash farm income for some of these farms, and 
because of inconsistencies between the gross farm receipts and net farm 
incomes reported for others. It was not necessary to omit these farms 
for determining the sources and extent of off-farm work and non-farm in-
come. These 33 farms were fairly well distributed among the counties ac= 
cording to the sample drawn from each. 
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Data and Limitations 
One of the major limitations of this study was that the survey was 
not specifically designed to study part-time farming .. The survey was 
primarily directed towards answering questions on the financial condition 
of farmers, on land ownership, and on land prices and factors affecting 
them. Although much information was obtained about off-farm work and non= 
farm income, there was insufficient data to fully explore the :nature of 
part-time farming. 
Data were available to determine the sources and extent of off=farm 
work and non-farm income and the dependence of farm families upon these 
off-farm sources for family income. There was no indication, however, of 
the availability and security of these off-farm jobs, their locations, 
and the farming adjustments associated with off-farm work by the farm 
operators over periods of time. 
Another limitation to the study was that 1956 was not a normal year 
for farming. This year climaxed several years of drouth, and the net farm 
incomes were probably not as.high as they normally would have been. Off= 
farm work possibly was intensified by this preceding drouth period. 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS OF INCOME ANALYSIS 
This ch.apter contains a.n analysis of the sources and extent of off ... 
farm work and non-farm income, the relationship of off-fa.rm income to 
selected farm characteristics and attributes of the fa.rm operator and 
family, the employment plans and farm size changes expected by the fa.rm 
operator over the next two or three years, and the farm resources con-
trolled by farm.operators in the different income dependency classes. 
Sources and Extent of Off-farm Work and Non-farm Income 
The sources and extent of off-farm work and non-farm income of the 
404 farm operators and their .families in the survey are su:mm.a.rized iin. 
Table IV. Off-farm income was reported by 361 farms. This comprised 
89.4 percent of the total farms in the survey. The average off-farm in-
come per farm in the survey a.mounted to $1,669. This $19 669 was composed 
of $976 from off-farm work income and $693 from non-work income. 
Off-farm work in.come by the operator or other family :members W&.ISJ 
· reported by 191 farms, or 4 7 .3 percent of the total farms in the survey. 
The average off-farm 1NOrk income for farms reporting this source amounted 
to $21 065 'With an average income of $976 per farm in the survey. Off=fs.m 
work by the operator was the major sou.roe of off-fa.rm work incomeo 
Off-farm "V'Ork income was reported by 39.9 percent of the operators 
'With an average income of $778 par farmer in the survey. Wages and 
salaries from non-farm work comprised most of the off-farm work by tmi 
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TABLE IV 
OFF-FARM SOURCES OF INCOMEc OF FARM OPERATORS AND FAMILIES IN 'WESTERN OKLAHOMA.a 
• • • •• - ,. - - • ., y •• .- _, •• - " • - •• • • •• • •••• - • • •• • ' • • ... ' •• •• •• • • •• - ··- • -· ••• •• • • -: :·- • • •• ._ -- ~ - ' •• ,. :: ·-. • •,, •• <' • • ·- ._. • • 
Sources of Off-farm Income 
Off-farm "WOrk income: 
Operator:· 
La.borers on other farms .. 
·customwork, etc., on other farms 
Jages and·· salaries from :hon-fa.rm work 
~on-farm ousiness activities involving 
operatorJs lapor 
.other f~il.y members I 
Work on other farms 
}!on-farm work 
Non-work income:· 
Other farms owned or operated 
Other real estate ··· 
~yalties and mineral leases 
Interest and dividends 
Inheritance, gifts., and beneficiaries of 
.insurance policies 
Military, social security., pensions, 
allowances, or grants 
Other non-work income 
Off-;f'~I"Jll inc~ 
Fa.mis .. 
Reporting 
.sour.ge 
.... J.J:o .• 
191 
161 
7 
11 
140 
8 
65 
::11 
56 
313 
20 
20 
210 
163 
14 
32 
17 
36;;1, 
Percent· · ~verage 
· 9f Total 
Farms in 
_Survef' 
- % .. • 
47 • .3 
39.9 
1.7 
2.7 
34.7 
2.0 
16.1 
2.7 
13.9 
77.5 
5.0 
5.0 
52.0 
40.3 
3.5 
7.9 
4.2 
.. 89.4_. 
Income Per Farm 
Reporting 
Sou.roe 
.. ···1 ··· .. 
. 
2.,065 
1.,951 
314 
710 
1.,898 
4.,803 
1.,236 
437 
1.,.348 
894 
1.,200 
1.,911 
443 
145 
1,706 
1.,022 
2.,612 
1 868 
..... :, ........ . 
Total 
Income 
- $ 
394,431 
314,117 
2.,196 
7-.,814 
265,681 
38,426 
80,3:Jl.i. 
4,811 
75,503 
279.,863 
24.,001 
38.,217 
93,07.3 
23,590 
23,885 
32,691 
44,406 
~74.,g94 .. 
Average 
Income 
Per Farm 
in Survey 
Jt 
976 
778 
5 19 
658 
95 
· 199 
12 
187 
693 
59 
95 
2.30 
58 
59 
81 
110 
1.,669, 
asource - Great Plains Survey of Farm Tenure., Land Market., and Farm Finance. ~ 
bNumber reporting source do not add to total number of farms since some operator or family members 
had mo~e than one source. 
0404 .. 
. . farms 1n survey. 
operator, with 34.7 percent of the farms reporting this source. The 
average income per farm in the survey from wages and salaries in non= 
farm work was $658. This was the largest off-farm work source. Only 
eight farms reported operator off-fa.rm work income from non-farm business 
activities involving the operator's labor. However, the eight farmers 
reported an average income of $41 803 from this source. Approximately 23 
percent of the fa.rm opera.tors in the survey worked o.ff farms over 100 days, 
eight percent worked off farm from 50 to 100 days, eight percent worked 
off fa.rm up to 50 days, and about 58 percent did no off-fa.rm 'VIO rk (Table 
v). 
TABLE V 
DAYS WORKED OFF FARM IN 1956 BY FARM OPERATORS IN SURVEY 
Economic Economic Economic Total Oklahoma 
Days Area 1 Area 2 Area 4 Sa.m;e~ 
No. No. No. No. % 
0 Days 52 8.3 97 232 58 
Under 50 days 7 11 17 35 8 
50-100 days 5 13 16 34 8 
Over 100 days 15 38 39 92 23 
No report 0 4 7 11 3 
Total sample 79 149 176 404 100 
Off-fa.rm work income by other family members was reported by 16.l 
percent of the farms in the survey with an average income of $199 eacho 
The average income for farms reporting this source amounted to $11 236. 
Non-.:f.'arm work was the major source of this income. Only 11 farms report= 
ed work on other farms by other family members. 
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Non~work income was the most frequently reported off-farm source of 
income by farmers in the survey. Of the 404 far.rners in the sm"veyp 313., 
or 77.5 percent, received income from this source. The average income 
for farms reporting this source was $894 and the average income per farm 
in the survey a.mo,.;mted to $693. Royalties and mineral leases, and interest 
and dividends were the most common sources of non=work income., although 
they had the smallest average income for farms reporting non ... work sources o 
Royalties an.d mineral leases were reported by 52 percent of the farms i:n 
the s~1eyo The average income per farm in the survey received from this 
source., ~t230., was the largest of the non-work sources. Although interest 
and dividends were listed by 40.3 percent of the farms., they had t,he small= 
est average income per farm in the survey and the smallest average income 
for farms reporting non-work sources. The percent of farms in the su;r,vey 
reporting other non-work sources ranged from 3.5 percent for inheritance., 
gifts, and beneficiaries of insurance policies to 7.9 percent for :military, 
social security, pensions, allowances, or grants. These other sources., 
however, ea.ch had an average income per farm reporting this sou~-rce o.f 
$1.,000 or more. 
Dependen0e of Fam Operators and Families Upon Off=.fam 
Sources for Family In~ome 
Of the 37'.l farms classified, 189 had gross farm receipts 
$51 000 and 182 had receipts of $5,000 or more (Table VI). One hu:ndred 
forty-three farms received more than 50 percent of their total 
familY incoro.e from off-farm sow:0ces. This was 38o.5 percent of the faI".ID.15 
classified.. Operat,or and other family off =farm work was th.e major 
far'I!l. sou..rce for 91 of these1 143 farms. 
TABLE VI 
TOTAL GROSS FARM RECEIPI'S, PERCENT OF NET CASH FAMILY INCOME RECEIVED FROM 
OFF-FARM SOURCES AND MAJOR OFF-FARM SOURCE OF INCOME BY INCOME CLA.SSESa 
Percerif; of Net Cash Family Income Received from Off-farm Sources 
···.· ......... · .... and MaJ or Off-fa.r,in Source of Income 
More than ~0% ;0% - 10% . Less £ruin 
Total Gross Farm Receipts Off-farm Work .Non-work Off-farm Work Non-work 10% 
., 
Less.than $5.,000~ 
Number of fal'Ill.S 68 38 18 30 35 
Average net farm income 440 498 1,788 1,210 1.,209 
4verage off-farm work income $3,068 506 735 9 9 
4verage non-work income 352 3:;372 102 426 41 
4verage net cash family income 3.,861 4,375 2,62.5 1.,645 1,260 
More than $5.,000t 
Number of farms 23 14 23 40 82 
4verage net farm income 1.,611 -.54 4.,035 3.,910 4,097 
4verage off-farm work income 3.,419 145 1.,555 77 18 
1\.verage non-work income 236 2.,054 162 1.,035 148 
Average net cash family :income 5.,267 2.,144 5,752 5.,023 4,263 
Total Number 91 52 41 70 
of Fa.mis 143 lll 117 
a.Tbirty=tht>ee farms in the survey were excluded because of no report for the net cash farm income 
or because of inconsistencies bet.ween the gross farm receipts and net cash farm income reportedo 
Id 
-;J 
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Approximately 30 percent, or 111, of the 371 farmers received from 
50 to 10 percent of their net cash family income from off-fa.rm sources. 
In contrast to those farms which received more than 50 percent of their 
net cash family income from off-farm sources, non-work income was listed 
as the major off-fa.rm source by the ma.j~ity of these operators. Of 
these 111 farms, 70 bad non-work as the major off-farm source. 
One hundred and seventeen farm families received less than ten per= 
cent of their net cash family income from off-farm sources. Eighty two 
of these families had gross farm receipts of $51000 or more, and 35 had 
gross farm receipts of less than $5,ooo. 
The total net cash income per family for 371 families was $3,783 
(Table VII). The components of this income were as followss $2,10.5 as 
net farm income, $978 as off-farm work income, and $700 as non-w:>rk in-
come. These components amounted to 55.7, 25.s, and 18.5 percent of the 
total, respectivelyo 
Income Source 
Net farm income 
TABLE VII 
COMPONENTS OF NET CASH FAMILY INCOlllE FOR 
371 FARMS CLASSIFIED IN SURVEY 
Percent of Total 
Total Net Cash Family 
Income Income 
$ ! 
781.,095 55.7 
Off-farm work income 362,712 25.8 
Non-work income 259,.578 18.5 
Total net cash 
family income 1,403,.385 100.0 
Average Incollli.e""" 
Per Fam 
Classified 
$ 
2,105 
978 
700 
3,183 
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The families receiving more than 50 percent of their net cash income 
from off-farm sources had relatively low net farm incomes. The families 
in income class 7 had a negative net cash farm income. This can be partly 
explained by the location and type of farms w:i..:thin this class, and t~ 
drouth year. This class had the largest percent of farms located in th!:! 
three northwestern countiesi Beaver., Ellis, and Woodward. It also had 
the largest percent of livestock farms and.·the smallest percent of cash 
grain farms i.n the classes 'With more than $5,000 gross farm receipts,. The 
effect of the drouth was probably more severe upon this particular class. 
Relatively large net cash farm incomes were obtained for income classes 8, 
9 and 10. Families in class 10 with an average net ca.sh fa.rm income of 
$4,0971 led in this respect. 
Since the farms in the survey 'Were classified according to the per= 
cent of net cash family income received from off-farm sources and the major 
off-farm source of income, differences in the average off-fa.rm work income 
and non-work income among classes merely reflect the classificationo Tb.at 
is, the classes with off-farm work·as the major source of off-farm income 
by the operator or other family members ha.d the largest average off-faJ.C'!!J, 
work income. Simi1ar1y9 the classes whose major off-farm source was: non= 
work had the largest average non-work income per income classo 
The extent of farming by farm operators depends upon the alte1"'nat,i'o/e 
(non-farm) use of available labor and other resources. Of the classes 11d:th 
less than $5,000 gl"OSS farm receipts, income class 59 the small full=ti~ 
farms, had the lowest average net cash family income. Farmers in tlJS 
othe:r classes, who depended more on off-farm income:; had larger ne·t ©af2lh 
family incomeso With the except,:fon of income class 7 9 this was also 
for the classes with more than ~~5,000 gross farm receipts o 
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A comparison of the components of net cash family income in westem 
Oklahoma with available data from selected eastern Oklahoma areas revealed 
that the average net cash family income was higher in western Oklahoma. 
by approximately the difference in net fa.rm income (Table VIII). The 
amount of off-fa.rm income received per family 'WS.S about the same in each 
of the areas. The average off-farm income for the eight survey counties 
-was $11678 compared with an average off-farm income per rural family o.f 
$1., 7.59 in La.timer County and $2.,068 in Cherokee Countyo However, the net 
fa.rm income per family differed between west and east Oklahoma by $1,800 
and $21000. There also was a difference in the source of non-work inoom,::i. 
Welfare an:i retirement income were important in the two eastern Oklahoma 
counties, whereas royalties and mineral leases comprised a major portion 
of the non-work income in western Oklahoma• 
Relationship of Off-fa.rm Income to Selected Farm 
Characteristics and Attributes of the Farm 
Operator and Family 
The relationship between the income dependency classes developed from 
the classification of farms in the survey, and the number and percentage 
of fams within economic areas is shown in Table IX. In economic area 4, 
Washita and Comanche counties were listed separately, as 4A and 4B re= 
spectively, because of the differences in off-farm employment in the two 
counties. Economic area 1., which contained the northwestern counties in. 
the survey, had a large percentage of farms in the income classes 'With 
major off""!farm source as non-work, or income classe~ 2., 4, ,,7, and ~h (See 
Table III). Economic: area 1 had a. small number of farms in income classei 
3 and 8, or those farms which received from >0 to 10 percent of th~ir 
TABLE VIII 
COMPONENTS OF AVE.RAGE NET CASH FAMILY INCOME IN WESTERN 
OKLAHOMA AND IN SELECTED EA.STERN OKLA.HOMA AREASa 
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Source of In.come 
Eight Western Ea.stern Oklahoma Areas 
Oklahoma. Countiesb Cherokee County?, La.timer Coimtyd 
$ $ $ 
Average net farm income 2.,10, 310 119 
Average off-farm l'D rk income 978 1.,,88 1,170 
Average non-work income 700 480 589 
Average net cash family 
income 3.,783 2,378 1.,878 
aEastiem Oklahoma. surveys included some rural households which did 
not meet the Census specifications of a farm. 
bsource - Survey data of eight western Oklahoma counties. 
csource ~ E. Jo R. Booth., The Cherokee Survey - Prelimi~ Results, 
Mimeographed Report, Depa.rtmentc;:f Agricultural Economics., O~oma 
State University., 19570 
dsource = W. B. Back, Problems ~ Rural Peo!le !!1 La.timer CountY, 
Mimeographed Report, Department of Agricultural 7 conomics., Oklahoma 
State University., 19.57. 
TABLE IX 
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF FARMS WITHIN ECONOMIC AREAS BY INCOME CtltSSES 9 WESTERN OKLAHOMA 
•• _, ··> -- •• h,~ , •• 
Income Class 
Less than $5,000 Gross 
'Fa.rm Receiptin 
l 
2 
3 
·4 
5 
More than $51 000 Gross 
Fa.rm Receipts! 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Total_ 
•,, • <•' "• ~,• v-, ,v 0'' ,............. •• '"•• a•' ~~ •,h· <"'' S•e • ~ .... ~ ••,r ' •-:--=. '' ••: •.: ~., ,, ..... • ~ .:<..:...:::.::•,.o, ••SW, ,,,,,,....,> ":'-,,• ,,._,.-,, 
·-·,--. ~---- --~ 
Xoo~nomic -Area. 
1 ··2····· ...... ¥ 4B 
(Beaver, Custer., .., (Grant and (Waslrl.ta (Comanche 
:E~liij, .~Ilii .~ .. · :·. . t;i.pgfisper .· .. Q.o~ty} .·· _.g_o}lA_ty)_ 
... ~~wa~d ~ounj1,!:)s 2:., __ ;6~t1,es? ~.· .. .. l ' ____ No• . r . !t 
11 
13 
1 
6 
6 
4 
6 
2 
12 
13 
74 
J.4.9 
17.6 
1.4 
8.1 
8.1 
5.4 
8.1 
2.7 
16.1 
17.6 
. ;100.p 
22 
9 
8 
12 
4 
12 
8 
15 
16 
35 
15.7 
6.4 
5.7 
8.5 
2.8 
a.5 
5.7 
10.6 
11.3 
24.8 
;tl+l ... . 100 .o ... 
12 
8 
6 
10 
16 
4 
0 
5 
10 
24 
..95 ...... 
12.6 
8.4 
6.3 
10.5 
16.8 
4.2 
o.o 
5.3 
10.5 
25.4 
109.0 _ -- _ 
23 
8 
3 
2 
9 
3 
0 
1 
2 
10 
61 
37.7 
13.1 
4.9 
3.3 
14.8 
4.9 
o.o 
1.6 
3.3 
16.4 
100.0_ 
N 
~ 
2.3 
net cash family income from off-farm work as the major off-farm source. 
Economic area 2., Gra..nt and Kingfisher counties., had a heavy concen-
tration of farms in income class 10-the large., full-time farms. This 
is partly a reflection of the numerous cash grain farms in this area. 
Economic area 4A., Washita County, had a large percentage of farms in in~ 
come classes 5 and 10, the full-time_fa.rms, and none in income class 7, 
whose major off-fa.rm source of' income was non-work. Economic area 4B, 
Comanche C(nmty., also had no f'arms in income class 7. This county had 
a large percentage of farm families receiving more than 50 percent of' 
their net cash family income from off-farm sources 'With off-farm work as 
the major off-farm source. This heavy concentration in income class l 
reflects the o.f'f-farm work opportunities at Lawton and Fort Sill. It 
also demonstrates that increasing off-farm work is associated with local 
non-farm development. 
:fhere was a signif'.ioant difference in the size of fa.rm and in the 
number ,·of acres of crop iand per farm among the income classes4 (Table X) • 
The average size of farm and number of acres of crop land were all larger 
for classes 6 through 10. An analysis of variance of farm sizes among 
income classes w.ithin ea.ch gross farm receipts division did not reveal 
significant differences. However, the classes with the smallest size of 
farm under each gross farm receipts division were those whose major off~ 
farm income source was operator or other family off-fa.rm work. Classe~ 
land 3 had the smallest average size of fa.rm for the classes with less 
than $5,000 gross fa.rm receipts, and 6 and 8 had the smallest average Si1',e 
4see Appendix Tables I., II., and III for results of statisti©al amly= 
sea made. 
TABLE X 
AVERA.GE SIZE OF FARM, NUMBER OF ACRES OF CROP IAND, AND AGE 
OF OPERATOR BY INCOME CLASSES 
Iverage Number of 
Average Size Acres of Crop La.nd Average Age 
IncOlD.e Class of Farm.a Per Farma. of OperatorB-
Acres Acres Yea.rs 
Less than $51000 Gross 
Farm Receiptsi 
1 245.a 123.0 44 
2 289.6 147.7 55 
3 267 • .3 171.4 47 
4 .30.3 .o 192.7 55 
5 293.6 160.9 51 
More than $51 000 Gross 
Farm Receiptss 
6 514.0 348.2 41 
7 864.6 500.9 53 
8 564.3 . 375.8 4.3 
9 996.0 41.3.4 48 
10 592.7 378.0 48 
Total for All Farms 477.7 268.7 48 
aAnal.ysis of variance revealed a signi:f'icant difference between 
income classes. F_value was significant at .99 level. See Appendix 
Tables I, II, and III for a presentation of the calculations. 
for the larger gross farm receipts classes. The largest average sizes 
of farms under each gross farm receipts division were generally for the 
classes which had non-work as the major off-farm source. Classes 4 and 
9 had the largest average size of farm for their respective gross farm 
receipt divisionso 
A significant difference in ages of farm operators by income classes 
also was established by statistical analysis. Operators in the classes 
receiving more than ten percent of their net cash family income from off~ 
farm sources with off-farm work as the major off-farm source had the low= 
est average ages. Operators in the classes with the major off-farm source. 
as non-work income had the highest average ages. The lowest average age 
of operator·s for any income class was 41 years fo:r· cl.ass 6. 
With the exception of income class 71 the classes with g-.coss £am 
receipts of $5 1 000 or more contained higher percentages of cash grain 
farms than did the other classes (Table XI). This can be attributed in 
part to the large wheat fa.ms located in the northern part of the state., 
particularly in Grant and Kingfisher counties. Over 86 percent of the 
farms in class 8 were small grain farms o Farms in income class 7 mai1r1t11 y 
were livestock or general in typeo Farms in the classes with less tha.1D1 
i?,ooo gross farm receipts generally contained fewer cash grain farms th8I~ 
did t'.he other classes. Far.ms in income classes 1 and 2 were mainly li1n;1J=, 
st,ock in type, and farms in classes .3 and 4 were mainly general in t;:rpe o 
More than 2.5 percent of the farms in income class 5 were cotton farms IBLI'Jd 
were located primarily in Custer and Washita counties. Econom.i'.c ,area 2 
(Grant and Kingfishex• cou:nties) had t,he highest percentage of ©ash gra:i.111 
fa,rms (Table XII) o Wa,shita icoimty had the rJ.ghest percientei,ge of cott,or,;si. 
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TABLE XI 
TYPE OF FARM BY INCOME CLASSESa 
Income Class 
~ of Farm 
;; ry or Livestock Other 
Cash:Grain Cotton Poultryb than Dairy or General0 
Poultry 
! % ! % ~ 
Less than $5000 
Gross Farm Receipts 
1 39o4 10.6 7.6 34.8 7.6 
2 25.0 '602 18.8 37.5 12.5 
3 50.0 .5 .6 5.6 -·-pu.1 27.7 
4 56.6 6.7 3.3 16o7 16.7 
5 42.9 25.7 11.4 14.3- 5.7 
More than $5000 
Gross Farm Receipts 
6 6.5.2 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 
7 42.9 0 7.1 2806 21.4 
8 86o4 0 4 • .5 .9ol 0 
9 60.0 10.0 7 • .5 20.0 2.5 
10 59.B 6.l 7.3 12.2 14.6 
Total i'or All Farms 5lo9 808 8.3 20.2 10.8 
a . 
Nine farms omitted because of no report or included in Census 
economic classes 8 and 9• 
brncludes 5 poultey and 2.5 dairy farms. 
0 rneludes 2 fruit and nut farms. 
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TABLE XII 
TYPE OF FARM BY ECONOMIC AREAS., 'WESTERN OK.LAHOMA.a 
Type of Farm ~ · · 
·. · > ;_, ~ vestock 
Other than 
Economic Area Cash Grain Cotton Dairy or Dairy or General0 
% of Farms % of ;Foult;ryb Poultry % of 
Farms ! of Farms % of Far.ms Farms 
1 (Beaver., 
Custer., 
Ellis, and 
Woodward 
counties) 40.8 4.2 8., 38.0 s.5 
2 (Grant an.a 
Kingfisher 
counties) 76/.3 o.o 6.5 10.7 6.5 
4A (Washita 
county) 41.3 28.·3 6.5 7.6 16.3 
4B (Comanche 
county) 25.0 5.0 15.0 40.0 15.0 
Total for All Far.ma 51.9 8.8 8.3 20.2 10.8 
aNine farms omitted because of no report or included in Census 
economic classes 8 and 9• 
bincludes 5 poul.try and 25 dairy farms. 
0rncludes two fruit and nut farms. 
farms and economic area 11 the northwestern counties., and Comanche 
county, area 4B, had the largest percentages of livestock farms. 
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Total farm assets., total assets., total debts., and net v.orth per 
farm differed significantly among income classes (Table XIII). These 
differences were prominent between those classes having less than or 
greater than $5,000 gross farm receipts. Operators in classes 6 through 
10 generally had higher average total farm assets., total assets., total 
debts., and net worths than did the operators in any of the first five 
classes. In each division of the income classes by the gross farm re-
ceipts, the classes 'Which had non-work as the major off-farm source of 
income mostly contained higher average total farm assets, total assets, 
and net worths than did the classes with off-farm work as the major off ... 
farm source. Operators in income class 9 had the highest average total 
farm assets., total assets., and net "WOrth while those in class 5, the 
small full-time farms., had the lowest values for these items. The most 
indebtedness occurred in income class 7 and the least indebtedness oc= 
curred in income class 3o 
Classes 1 through 5 had more farms in the non-cormnercial and lower 
commercial classes as defined by the Agricultural Census (Table XIV)o 
The classes with the lowest average gross farm sales in each gross farm 
receipts division contained farms wiich received more than 50 percent of 
net cash family income from off-farm sources. Income class 101 contain"" 
ing the large full-time farms., had the largest average gross farm saleao 
Census data may perhaps be inadequate for the purpose of depicting part= 
time farming o Only 8 .2 percent of the total farms were included in the 
non-commercial categories, and only 11.7 percent of the total farms were 
TABLE XIII 
FARM ASSETS TOTAL ASSETS TOTAL DEBTS AND NET 'WORTH BY INCOME CLA.SSES 
· ·· · · · . .P ·· ·· · -.·· ': : .. -, .. · ··, c··· • ··- · ·· .. , · · ·· .. J. ·· ···· ··· - · · ··· ······.-···.cc··:········· · •. , ... ·· ,, ...•. ~_:··-c;~ •·•· ·• ·· • 
. Iverage' farm Issets . Average Average 
-
Total Total 
Land Livestock Other Total .A:$set.s . _ ... Debts 
Income' Class .. . ~f ........ ..... ,· .. - ..•. . '$ ., . '$' .. $ . I. 
Less than $5,000 
Gross Farm,Receiptsg 
l,. 12,001 1,682 2,844 16,541 23.,625 3.,396 
2 20,015 1,786 2.,632 24.,644 4.3, 775 .3.,143 
3 13,572 1,628 3,668 18,868 2.3,404 2,113 
4 25.,099 1.,799 4,052 .30,950 38.,078 3,258 
5 11.,782 1.,526 2,373 15.,681 18,886 2,235 
More tha11$5,000 
Gross Farm Receipts: 
6 .. 23.,509 2.,429 6.,506 32.,444 41,664 5,935 
7 55,286 4,856 7,520 67.,665 83.,169 8.,992 
8 22,565 3,656 7,182 33.,403 44,230 7,452 
9 57,287 1,587 9,076 73,950 90,218 7,800 
10 26.,981 3.,809 6,790 37,729 44,182 6,035 
Tota1-for 
All Far.ms_ . .. 25,141 3,090 5 180 33 461 . . . . ,. . . . . . ,. . - . !{2r;6.32 4869 
. ·-·· . 
Average 
Net·· 
Worth 
. ~f .. 
20.,229 
40.,419 
21.,409 
34,652 
16,647 
35.,583 
73.,170 
36,7:tli. 
83,455 
31s995 
37,637 
ro 
'-0 
TABLE XIV 
CENSUS ECONOMIC cµSSES OF FARMS BY INCOME CLA.SSES 
Commercial . --- Non-commercial Average 
$25,1)000 Less Gr·oss 
and over $10,000= $5,000- $2,1)500- $1,200= $250- $250-b than Farm 
in Sales $24.,999 $9,999 $4,999 $2,499 $1.,1998. $1,199 $250 Abnormal Sales 
Income Class % % % % % % % % %· $ 
Less than $5,000 
GrClSs Farm. 
Receipts& 
1 0 0 0 35.3 29.4 5.9 17.6 11.8 0 $2,011 
2 0 0 0 33.3 36.1 5.6 11.1 11.1 2.8 t1,921 
3 0 0 0 72.3 27.7 0 0 0 0 $3,560 
4 0 0 0 60.0 30.0 10;0 0 0 0 $2,983 
5 0 0 0 65.7 20.0 n.5 0 2.8 0 $2.,867 
More than $5,000 
Gross Farm 
Receipts& 
6 0 13.0 87.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $7.,433 
1 0 7.1 92.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 $7,040 
8 0 36.4 63.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 $10.,109 
9 5.0 40.0 55.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $11,695 
10 6.1 46.3 47.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 $12,402 
Total for 
All Farms@ 1.9 17.9 29.3 24.5 ]1.7 3.5 4.4 3.5 0.3 $6.,609 
aOff=farmwork==none., no report, or less th.a.,~ 100 days. 
b 
·100 days or more off=farm work, or non=farm income of farm.er and family greater than value of 
.far.in products sold. 
©T~.ree farm~ omitted be©ause of no report. w 
0 
included in the non-oommercial and lowest commercial class. Neverthe= 
less, considerable off-farm work and part-time farming were present in 
the survey. 
Income classes land 2 contained smaller percentages of operators 
listing farming or ranching as their principal occupation than did the 
other classes (Table XV). This can be attributed to the small size of 
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farms for these classes and the large dependency on off-farm income. The 
percent of farm operators living on the fa.rm was also small for income 
classes 1 and 2. The full-time farms., classes 5 and 10., had the highest 
percentages of farm operators living on the fa.rm. 
Relationship of Off-farm Income to Employment Plans 
and Farm Size Changes Expected by the Farm 
Operator Over the Next Two or Three Years 
Off=farm. work' and farm enlargement plans of farm operators by incol'l:l.El 
class and age group a.re shom in Table XVI. Farm opera.tors who were 6!5 
years and older were excluded from this table as it was assumed they were 
either retired or planning to retire in the near future. The of:f=fl!U"l!l. 
work plans and farm enlargement plans were mutually exclusive. That i.!S.i> 
farm operators who were planning off-fa.rm work were not asked questions 
pertaining to far.rA enlargement .. 
In income classes 1 through 5, the younger farmers plarm1,ed. morlr.!I ad= 
justmen.ts in off =farm work or farm enlargement than did the older £armers. 
Over 18 percent of the farm operators of less than 45 years of age h13i.d 
plans of off-farm work, whereas only 9 .8 percent o:f the farm operai:!:oorw 
between the ages of 45 and 64 planned off-farm work. Over 35 per©ent Qf 
the you..nger farmers planned farm enlargement and only 18.5 per@ent of 
TABLE XV 
PRINCIPAL OCCUPATION AND PLACE OF -RESIDENCE OF OPERATOR BY INCOME CLASSES 
"" . .,. . ~ - .... 
. Principa.i Occupation . Place ·of Res.idence . 
Farming. .. . . Labor~r, 
~ or Clerical - - b Lives on Lives in 
Ranching _ Professioru1la ~ervioe Business Retired _ Other .. Fa.rm _ _ __Town _ Other0 
Income Class % % x % % _ % % _ % , % % 
Less than $5000 
Gross Far.m. 
Receipts: 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than· $5000 
Gr©SS Farm. 
Receiptss 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Tota1for 
All Farms_ 
64.7 68.4 
100.0 
96.7 
97.1 
95.7 
100.0 
95.7 
97.5 
98.8 
88.7. 
8noctor~ teacher, etc. 
1.5 
5.3 
0 
3.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1.1 
19.1 
5.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4.0_ 
bRetired from farming or non=fa.rm occupation. 
11.7 
10.s 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4.3 
2.5 
1.2 
4.0 
.. 
1.5 
5.2 
0 
0 
2.9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1.1 
1.5 64.7 
5.3 63.2 
·o 8.3.3 
0 82.8 
0 91.4 
4.3 87.0 
0 8,.1 
0 73.9 
0 85.0 
0 95.1 
1.1_ .. 81.1 
0 commute~ from permanent residence on another fa.rm, visits farm periodically, eto. 
.32 .3 3.0 
36.8 0 
16.7 0 
17.2 0 
8.6 0 
1.3.0 0 
14.3 0 
21.7 4.4 
12., 2.5 
3.7 1.2 
_ 17.5 1.4 
w 
ro 
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TABLE XVI 
~ .. , 
.. 
OFF-FARM WORK AND FARM ENLARGEMENT PLANS OF FARM 
. . OPERATORS BY . INCOME CI.ASSES AND AGE GROUPS 
Number 0£ Farm 
PrP1anti~n of OEerators by A~e GrouE · 
·. Off-farm Pia.ii Farm Enlarge= 
Income Operators by Work& ment 
Clase Age Grou[ ···· 
<4~ n;-ofi' ·di'.~ 4~-b4 <lj.z 5rm61i 
l 36 29 19.h 13.8 33.3 17.2 
2 9 16 44.4 12.5 33.3 31.3 
3 11 4 18.2 o.o 36.4 o.o 
4 6 21 o.o 14.3 66.7 19.0 
5 9 22 o.o o.o 22.2 13.6 
Total., 1-5 71 92 18.3 9.8 35.2 18.5 
6 14 9 li+o3 22.2 35.7 22.2 
7 3 11 o.o o.o 66.7 9.1 
8 11 12 18.2 25.0 36.4 16.7 
9 16 22 o.o o.o 43.8 31.8 
10 34 42 5.9 2.4 38.2 16.7 
Total, 6-10 78 96 7.7 6 • .3 39.7 19.8 
Total, 1-10 149 188 12.8 8.o 37.6 19.1 
2Includes either part-time or full-time off'-'rarm work. 
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older· group pla:n1ned any farm enlargemento The farm operat,ors in :income 
class 5, the small., full=time farms, did not plan to engage in addition-
al off-farm work regardless of ageo There was little relation between 
the off-fa:t"'m work plans and age of operators for income classes 6 through 
lOo The younger farmers di.d plan more farm enlargement., howevero Opera.= 
tors in income classes 7 and 9., who depended upon non-work as the major 
off=farm source., indieated no interest in additional off-farm worko 
The younger farm operators in income classes l through 5 bad a. larger 
aYerage si::z;e of farm th.an did the older group, but they owned a smaller 
per©entage of the land they operated and had a smaller average net wor·th 
(Table XVII) o TrJJe young, full=time farmers in income class 5 particular= 
ly had a low equity :tn the land they operated and a small net worth. 
These s.aime relationships generally held true in classes 6 through 10. An 
exception pertained to the average size of farm. The older farmers oper-
ated larger arcreages for these classes• Considering all farms in classes 
1 through 10 s the equi.ty and average net wort,h of the older operat;ors were 
almo111rt doubl,e t,m;t of the youn\ger groupo 
Farm ResoU'IC'cers Controlled by Fa:rm Operat,or:Et "With No:n=fa:rm 
S0u1"1:H'3S of .. Income 
The farmers receiving more than .~O percent of their net cash fam:ily 
inir;ome from of:f=fam sources ccintrolled 29.1 percent of the total farm 
land and crop land in t,he sur,rey (Table XVIII). For this group (incom(li:) 
classes 1 1 21 6, and 7) 1 the airerage size of fa.rm and the average number 
of acres of cropland were smaller than, in the other groupso 
The group which re~ei ired :f.:rom 50 to 10 percent of their net oa.sh 
family ir!l.(CJOme :from off=far.m so1lt'ces (income cl.asses 31 4., 8 ,s,nd 9) 
3.5 
TABLE XVII 
... 
'FACTORS AFFECTING .FUTURE ACTIONS OF FARM OPERATORS BY INCO!JIE 
... 
' " 
. CLASSES.AND AGE Gl\OUPS 
Average Size !and Owriecl 
of Farm Land Operated. Average Net Worth 
Income Acres % ! Class <.45 45 .. 64 <45 45-§4 <45 45-§4 
1 228.0 222 .3 38.1 60.4 18,340 20,889 
2 295.3 398.9 23.3 73.4 47,175 49.,569 
3 314.8 197.8 20.2 34.1 17,.395 23,181 
4 406.7 286.7 57.4 89.2 31.,384 35,902 
5 553v6 218.1 12.0 74.0 8,560 21,204 
Total, 1-5 306.4. 265.7 29.6 72.7 21.,15.5 29,478 
6 495.0 543.6 40.5 49.4 30,888 40,425 
7 573.3 944.0 37.2 83.5 30,531 85,962 
8 584.l 546.2 21.2 39.9 21,582 50,585 
9 ,16.0 1,396.3 53.2 51.7 42,444 114.,869 
10 569.1 611.3 17.9 49.7 20,624 51,873 
Total., 6-10 547.2 814.8 29.7 54.1 27,546 68.,288 
Total, 1-10 432.4 546.1 29.7 58.6 24,550 48,777 
TABLE XVIII 
. ' . . ~-·· 
FARM RESOURCES OF FARMERS IN SURVEY BY PERCENTAGE OF NET CASH FAMILY INCOME 
RECEIVED FROM OFF=FARM SOURCESa 
Percent' o!'11fot ercen~of--Xverage 
Cash Fa.nrl.ly In;;. - Number Percent- of' Average Total Crop ~umber of 
game Received from of Farm Total--Farm Size of Crop Land . ta.rid Acres of' 
Off-farm. Sources Farms Acreage .Acreage _Fa.rm ,.A.,.creage Acreage i;:rop Land (%) (No.) (Acres) (%) (!cres) {Acres) .(%) _(Acres) 
_.- . (" 
More than 50 143 51.,648 29ol 36102 28,999 29.1 202.8 
50-10 lll 66.,719 37.7 60lol 34,047 34.2 306 .. 7 
Less than 10 117 58,876 33.2 503.2 36.,627 36.7 313.1 
Total for All 
,Farms 371 177,243 100.0 477.7 99.,673 100.0 268.7 
a.Thirty-three farms omitted because of no report for the net cash farm income, or because of 
inconsistencies between the gross farm receipts· and net cash farm income reported o See Appendix Table 
IV for information on farm resources operated by dependency classeso 
I..,.) 
°' 
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controlled the largest percentage of farm land-37.7 percent. The average 
size of farm for this group,I) 601.l acres, was also the largest. However;, 
the group which received less than 10 percent of their net cash family 
income from off-farm sources (the full-time farmers, classes 5 and 10) 
controlled the largest percentage of crop land and also had the highest 
average number of acres of crop land. The average size of farm for this 
group was 503.2 acres. 
Summary of Major Findings 
The facts obtained from the income analysis of the 404 farm operators 
surveyed in 1956 support the following propositions: 
(1) Farm families in western Oklahoma derive a substantial portion 
of their income from non-farm sources. 
(2) Off-fa.rm 'V\Ork by the operators is the leading source of this 
non-farm income. 
(3) Off-farm work is more prevalent among the younger farm operators 
and those with low equities in assets managed, low net mrths 9 
or small farms. 
(4) The leading source of non-work incomes: is royalties and mineral 
leases. 
(5) Operators 'With more than 50 percent of their income from off-
farm sources manage about a third of the land resources in the 
area. 
(6) The "full-time" farmers manage about one-third of the land re-
sources in the area. 
(7) The Agricultural Census inadequately portrays the degree a:nd 
characteristics of pa.rt-time farming in western Oklahoma by 
days worked off farm by operator and number reporting off-
farm work of 100 days or more. 
(8) A~though off-farm work by farm operators in_western Oklahoma 
has increased since 1940, this increase is overstated by the 
use of percentages of farm operators with some or 100 days or 
more of off-farm work because of the reduction in numbers of· 
fann families in the periodo 
(9) Part-time farming is thus not a new phenomena in the area. 
Rather.I) it appears to be persisting and increasing with time 
as a means of increasing farm family incomes. 
Some implications and interpretations of these findings relating to 
adjustments will be taken up in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV 
IMPLICATIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS OF FINDINGS 
The Economic Adjustment Problem of Farm Opera.tors 
In recent years 9 farm operators and their families in western Okla-
homa have been confronted vd. th the problem of how to maintain and in-
crease their standard of living.· An increase in the production and 
variety of consumer goods has resulted in attempts to raise the family's "· 
standard of living. Past farm sizes appear inadequate for these pur-
poseso Rising production costs in relation to farm prices ·have reduced 
the net income from farming in this area. 
Far.rn. operators have been faced with reduced acreages of cash crops 
per area of crop land through wheat and cotton acreage aJJ.otments. More 
total crop land is now required to maintain acreages of the principle 
cash cropso A lack of close alternatives to these crops from the stand-
point of income potential has intensified this problem. Periods of 
drouth and adverse weather add to the problem of increasing income from 
farming. The high degree of variability of farm income from year to year 
in the area mainly is attributable to the occurrence of adverse weathero 
Alternatives in Adjustment 
Several alternatives or combinations of alternatives a.re available 
to farm operators and their families who are trying to maintain or improve 
their standard of living. 
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The first alternative is enlarging the size of the farm business 
which may be accomplished in several ways. The fa.rm operator may rent 
additional land and build up his total assets in order to increase his 
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net family income. This alternative will depend upon the availability of 
farm land for rent __ in the area and the ability of the operator to increase 
incomes with increases in scale. If the individual farm operator has suf'-
ficient capital or access to credit, he may choose to purchase the addi-
tional resources. Capital l:i.mitations and/or credit restrictions may 
make this alternative infeasible for some farm operators. Farm enlarge-
ment may also take the form of both renting and purchasing additional 
resources. This alternative will depend upon the availability of farm 
land for rent, the ability of the operator to in9rease,incomes with in-
creases in scale, and the capital and credit limitati9ns of the farm 
operator. 
A second alternative in maintaining or increasing the standard of 
living of the farm family is that of improving the efficiency of produc-
tion. Increased sizes and :improved types of machinery can be purchased 
to reduce the labor requirements of the operator and thus permit larger 
acreages to be handled per mano This will., however.,, require additional 
capitalo Other ways of increasing efficiency of production may be the 
introduction of fertilization$ irrigation., and other recommended produc-
tion practices. This alternative will be limited by the climate and 
allotments on cash crops. 
A third alternative in maintaining or increasing the standard of liv-
ing is that of seeking off-farm income as a supplement to income which can 
be earned from farmingo Off-fam income oa.n also be used for other pur-
poses. It can be used to invest in non-farm property to secure a higher 
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total future income, or it can be used to invest in additional farm land 
in order to increase the earnings from far.ming. These investments would, 
however, require a strong capital position. 
The alternatives as listed are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 
They may be complementary. For example, an increase in off-farm work in-
come may be accompanied by an increase in the scale of operation, or an 
increase in efficiencyo Also, an increase in off-farm work may be perfor= 
med without an adjustment in the size of operation in far.ming, or a change 
in efficiency. 
Off=farm sources of income may consist of either non=work or off-
farm work sources. Non-work sources include income from such sources as 
royalties and mineral leases, interest and dividends~ and social security, 
pensi.ons, and welfare paymentso These latter sources are of importance 
primarily to aged operator~ anticipating retiremento 
Off-farm work by the operator and family can consist of seasonal 
work.ll or full-time off-farn. employment. Off-farm work income can and has 
provided a solution to the problem of survival of farm operators i:n west-
ern Oklahoma during periods of drouth and adverse weather. Schickele 
presented the hypothesi~-.,that individual farm operators in the Great 
Plains area could increase their probability of survi:val by enlarging 
their farm operations.' He pointed out that smaller yields are required 
by large farmers for survival during these periods of adverse weather. 
Off-farm work income can and has provided a desirable alternative to farm 
'Rainer Schickele., "Farmers Adaptations to Income Uncertainty" 9 
Journal ;2f ~ Economics, XJaII (1950). 
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operators in that it. can be used to provide the necessary family income 
during these adverse periods, or it can be used for farm enlargement and 
thus increase the probability of survival as postulated by Schickeleo 
Possible· Hypotheses Relating to How the Income 
Dependency Classes Will Adjust 
Based upon available data» several hypotheses can be formulated as 
to how the income dependency classes of farms in this study will adjust 
in the future so as to maintain or increase their standard of living. 
Within any class, it appears that the younger farm opera.tors will do more 
adjusting in off-farm work or farm enlargement. The percentage of far.m 
operators of less than 45 yea.rs of age indicating farm enlargement plans 
was nearly double that of the older group on both the small and large 
farms o Also» the percentage of young farmers indicating off-fa.rm work 
plans was nearly double that of the older operators for the small farms, 
and was higher for the larger fa.rmso 
Another possible hypothesis relating to how the income dependency 
classes will adjust is that within any class., the farmers with low 
equities in assets operated and/or low net worths will do more adjust-
ing in off-farm work or farm enlargement. The operators who had off-farm 
work or farm enlargement plans were generally~those who had low equities 
and/or low net worths. This relationship reflects the desire of these 
farm operators to increase their total assets and net cash family income. 
Adjustment into off-farm. work appears to be more probable among the 
farm operators who have less than $51000 gross farm receipts. Operators 
of these smaller farms indicated greater interest in increasing off-farm 
43 
employment than did the operators of' larger farms. This type of adjust-
ment will probably be easier for the operators of smaller farms because 
of their capital limitations and credit restrictions, and the limitation 
of resources for rent w.i.thin the area in relation to the demand. 
Farm enlargement by individual farm operators likely wi 11 be preceded 
by enlargement of non-farm income except where the choice of farmers is 
to rent additional resources and the opportunity to do so exists. This 
will.11 of course, depend upon how earnings from employment of labor re-
sources in agriculture compare with earnings from non-farm employmento 
Plans to adjust in off =farm work or farm enlargement appear to be 
inversely related to the degree of full-time farming. The small, full-
time farm operators did not plan any off-farm work or farm enlargement 
over the next two or three years. The large, fuJJ.-time farm operators had 
low percentages of farmers with off-farm work and farm enlargement plans. 
This hypothesis would again depend upon how earnings from resources used 
in farming compared with comparable resources in non-farm e-mployment. 
Considering all farms which were classified, it appears that the ad-
justment problems of farm operators will vary according to their ability 
and willingness to adjust. The equity and net "WOrth of individual farm 
operators will greatly influence the type of adjustment they pursue. 
Operators with low equities a:nd/or net worths will probably adjust through 
off-farm work or through renting additional resources. Operators with 
high equities and/or net worths will probably do more adjusting by invest-
ing in non-fann alternatives or by purchasing additional farm land. The 
small, full-time farmers pose a problem with their unwillingness to adjust 
through either off-farm employment or additional farm enlargement. This 
problem also is present among the older operators with small farms. 
In farm adjustment studies, it appears that greater attention needs 
to be given to capital requirements for adjusting, and methods of ob-
taining this capital, than heretofore giveno Some knowledge by farm 
operators of the capital required for various farming adjustments and of 
the ways of obtaining this capital is prerequisite to taking advantage.of 
recommended adjustmentso 
CHAPTER V 
SU:MMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The major p'll!'pose of this studY. was to determine the amounts and 
characteristics of off-farm work and non-farm income of farm operators 
and their families in the commercial farming areas of western Oklahoma. 
Particular emphasis was placed upon the degree of dependence of these 
farm operators and their families upon off-farm sources for family in-
come. The study was based upon an analysis of data in a 1957 survey of' 
404 farm families in eight western Oklahoma counties. 
The farm families ··in the survey received about 45 percent of their 
family income from off-farm sources in 1956. Non-farm work by the farm 
operator was the leading source of this off-farm income. Off-farm work 
was more prevalent among the younger farm operators and those with low 
equities in assets managed, low net worths, or small farms. Off-farm work 
by farmers in western Oklahoma is not a new phenomena. Rather, it appears 
to be persisting and increasing 'With time as a means of increasing fa.rm 
family incomes. 
Non-work sources also contributed to the family income of many farm 
families., particularly those of the older operators.· Royalties and min-
eral leases were the major source of non-work income. 
Farm operators who received more than 50 percent of their net cash 
family income from of'f-far.m. sources controlled almost a third of the total 
land resources in th.a survey. The "full-time11 farmers also controlled 
about a third of the total farm land and crop land. 
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The adjustment problems of fa:rm operators in western Oklahoma who 
desire to raise their standard of living vary accordin.g to their ability 
and willingness to adjust. The equity in assets operated and net worth 
of individual farm operators greatly influence the type of adjustment 
they may pursue. The small,full-time farmers and aged operators with small 
farms pose a problem 'With their apparent unwilli.ngness to adjust through 
either off-farm employment or fa:rm enlargement& 
A desirable alternative for fa:rm operators who 'Wish to maintain or 
increase their standard of living appears to be that of seeking off=farm 
income to supplement income from fanning. Off-farm income also can be 
used for investing in farm or non=fa:rm assets which add to future income 
earning capacity· by the families o Off-farm work income can and has pro-
vided a means of survival for farm operators in western Oklahoma during 
periods of drouth and adverse weather. 
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APPENDIX 
APPENDIX TABT.E I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SIZE OF FARM 
,,~·,IncoriieCTasses 1-5 Income Classes 6-1-0 Income Classes 1--10 
Source 
of 
Variation 
Total 
Degrees ~l;llll 
,. of· Qf 
Freedom Sguares 
188 12,083,095.6 
Degrees 
Mean .of" 
Sguare Freedom 
-
181 
Classes 4 102.,583.3 25,64508 4 
Individuals 184 11.,980.,512.365.,111.5 
F .·.,. .39 F .05 =:2_.li.2 
*significant at .95 level. 
i~Significant at .99 levelo 
177. 
Sum 
of 
Sguares 
168,461.,271.6 
Mean 
Sguare, 
,, 
""""" 
Degrees 
.,or 
Freedom 
370 
6,023.,406.9 1,505.,851.7 9 
162.,437., 864. 7 917 $ 728 ol J{,l 
l.94. F.o5 := 2.42 
Sum 
of Mean 
Squares §quare 
196;444.,50807 
22,026,231.7 2,447.,.359.1 
174,418,277.0 . . 483,153.1 
5.07** 
.s::-
\,Q 
APPENDIX TABLE II 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF CROP LAND PER FARM 
---~-~---- -- --~---- -Income----CTasses 1-5 Income CJASses-o-:;i-cr- Income Classes 1-10 
Source Degree,s _ _ Sum begrees. $um Degrees Sum 
of' -- . of'·· - o:t Mean . of of Mean . o:r· of Mean_ 
Variation Freedom Squares -Square Freedom Squares Sqµa.re Freedom Squares Square -
Total 
Classes 
186 
4 
2.,533.,752.4 
108.,681.5 27.,170.4 
I:ndividuals _ l82 _ _ 2_,425,070.9 13,324.6 __ _ 
F 2.04 F .05 = 2.42 __ 
*significant at-.95 level. 
**significant at .99 levelo 
181 10.,781.,431.0 
4 250.,332.9 62.,583.2 
1_77 _ 10,531:.,098._i __ 59,497.7 __ 
1.05 -~- F ~05 = 2.4_2 
368 18.,578,892.0 
9 5,622,722.9 624,747.0 
359 --- 12,9_56,169.J . -- 36,089.6 
_ :J. 7.JlH 
'8 
APPENDIX TABLE III 
- . 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF AGE OF OPERATOR 
.Lncome vl.aSSes J.-!:> J.ncome v.Lasses 6-10 IncomeClasses~ 
Source 
_-of -
Vartation 
Total 
Degreet;t .~um 
. of·- of 
Freedom S_quares 
188 31,99508 
Degrees . ~um 
Mean . of of 
Sg'U,9.l'e" Freedom _§quar'es' 
181 
Classes 4 4,401.6 1,100.4 4 
22,355 • .3 
1,664.9 
29,690.4 Individual~ 184 27,594.2 
F 
.1•331** 
*Significant at .95 level. 
ff- . Significant at .99 level. 
15000 171 
___ 3.5~_ 
Degrees~-~- Sum 
Mean . of of 
Square ___ ..... Freedom ____ Squares 
;"'.} 
416.2 
116.9 
370 
9 
36:1 
5.5,130 .. 2 
6,845.6 
48,28406 
5.69** 
Mean·-
Sg_uare: 
760.6 
133.8 
\n 
I-' 
Number 
of 
Farms 
Income Class .,No. 
Less tbari$5.,000 
., Gross·Farm 
)!eceipts: 
1 68 
2 38 
3 18 
4 JO , 35 
- - _. -·- :_, _.:. 
More tban·$,;ooo 
Gross"'·J'arm 
Receipts: 
. . 
r 23 0 
7 J1i. 
8 23 
9 40 
10 82 
Total for 
.u:L Farms 371 
APPENDIX TABLE IV 
FARM RESOURCES OF ,FARWRS IN SURVEY BY INCOME CLASSES 
Percent 0£ 
Percent of Average Total· C.rop 
- Farm Total Farm. Size Crop Land ' Land 
Ac:reage .. Acreagfa of Farm ... _,Acreage. A9reage 
Acres % Act;es Acres % 
16.,716 9.5 245.8 8,366 8.4 
11.,006 6.2 289.6 )5,612 506 
4.,812 2.7 267.3 3.,086 3.1 
9;089 5~1 303~0 ·,:,782 ·,~8 
10.,21, 5-8 293.6 5.,632 5.7 
··' ,. 
. 
" 
_:_ .... ) 
11,822 6.7 5:IJ+.o 8,009 8.o 
12,104 6.8 864.6 7.,012 7.0 
12.,979 7.3 564.3 8,643 8.7 
39,839 22.5 996.0 16,536 16.6 
48,601 27.4 59207 30,995 31.1 
.. 177,243 . 100.0 477.7 99,67.l ... ~oo.o . 
Average 
Number of 
Acres of 
grop Land 
Acre~ 
123.0 
Jli.7.7 
171.4 
192~7 
160.9 
---. < r~. (,.•-.,.:::1 
~ 
348.2 
500.9 
375.8 
413.4 
378.0 
268.7 
~ 
~ 
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